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Background 


Sometimes, sharing things is like stealing from yourself. I had to witness this 
firsthand. At a workplace I was employed at did I share some of my formulations 
with a person during the lunch breaks. This happened irregularly from day to day. 
The person sometimes praised me for my formulations. One day the person asked me 
”By the way, are these formulations of yours written down somewhere?”. I answered 
”They are from my book.” I answered. ”A book? Have you written a book?” the 
person answered questioning. ”No not really. Not yet. I have written it for some of 
my family and a friend of mine.” I answered followingly. ”So this book is not 
published anywhere, right?” the person further asked. ”No, but I plan to do so in the 
future.” I answered. The person I was talking to then said ”Then I am going to use 
your formulations by myself”. I reacted by answering ” Sure, just quote me properly 
and you have my expressed permission to use these formulations freely”. ”No. I am 
going to claim them to be from myself and copyright them. They are going to think I 
am so smart when they hear me saying this.” the person claimed. This was not the 
way I thought things would turn out, since I at some level just had assumed the 
person in question would be righteous enough to not try to rob me of my authorship. I 
asked the person to choose between not doing the authorship theft towards me or 
choose to do that. The person insisted to steal my authorship attribution from me. The 
person then callously claimed ”that is how things work”. 


Then again at a different moment, at a different day, at the same workplace did I 
witness the same expressed wish to steal my creative work and authorship attribution 
from a different person. I tried yet again to give my expressed permission to use my 
sayings freely as long as they would attribute me correctly. But no, this other person 
also insisted to steal my creative work and also asked me and others in the group 
”You are saying things to others just in turn to demand them not be saying these very 
same things? Honestly, how stupid could someone possibly be?” and then later the 
person claimed that they are going to steal my authorship of the quote ”Least of all is 
obsession, because it lacks a spectrum.” and become famous from doing so. 


Furthermore have I also said other quotes of mine to other people during my years at 
that job. I am not sure if they are going to steal my authorship or not. I am not even 
sure if they even remember those sayings or not. Anyway, I am going to reveal those 
sayings in this document in order to let some individuals of humanity take part of 
what I have created. This document will also work as a hint for historians of ideas to 
properly quote the real author of these sayings, wich is me, I who pseudonymicaly 
reveal myself as Richard Starfell. I do not know if the history of ideas ever will do 
me justice, but heres my attempt to give it a fairer chance in doing so. 


I may have mistaken myself about the nature and behaviour of some human beings 
and thus been unrealistic. But it is not I who insists on living a lie by lying where my 
quotations come from (wich is from me, with some inspirational help from other 
authors.). Caring about the truth (or also caring about my feelings and wishes) may 
be more rare among humans in my society than I first presumed. But is it really so 
bad that I once upon a time expected them to be more morally better (presuming not 
stealing creative works is better than to steal creative works) than some persons 
turned out to be? I have the ambition to adjust my judgement of people accordingly. I 
have heard of the saying Imitation is the sincerest form of flattery.” (quote not by 
me) but never did I think I one day had to react similarly towards creative theft. 


These sayings in this document may appear somewhere else in society since some of 
these sayings are expected to be stolen creative work. But I, who is here known 
pseudonymicaly as Richard Starfell, and is the original author of these quotations 
(unless otherwise stated (unless someone else came up with the same thoughts 
elsewhere on earth)) is here stating my expressed permission for anyone person to 
freely quote me from this document. I further wish no punishment against those 
trying to steal my authorship attribution, I only wish to be able to use my own 
creative work and that others may use my creative work as written here if they wish 
to do so. This document is supposed to be free of charge and to be shared free of 
charge. I would expect enjoyment if you dear reader could quote me as Richard 
Starfell when so would be suitable. May humanitys history of ideas further progress. 


Miscellaneous sayings 


What is the purpose of a book if not making itself superfluous? 


Turning a negative view into a positive one: 


Everything costs; nothing is worthless. 


”Correcting” the popular phrase ”it is the thought that counts”: 

It is the outside that counts, but it is the inside that counts it. 

Inspired by the biblical saying ”[...] But the greatest of these is love.” (1 Corinthians 
13:13): 


Least of all is obsession, because it lacks a spectrum. 


Inspired by Friedrich Nietzsche’s writings about happiness: 

And so they lived happily ever after, totally incapable of feeling anything else. 
Inspired by Friedrich Nietzsche’s philosophical theories about the hierarchial role 
reversal (inversion) of slave morality towards the master morality: 


Just turning the steak will not stop the steaking. 


A furthest point of moral realism (inspired by Ragnar Redbeard): 
Whatever exists is justified to exist. Otherwise it would not exist. 
The only way to save time is to spend time. (Inspired by the quote ”The longer you 


wait for the future the shorter it will be.” as heard in the song Sense Without Sanity — 
The Impervous Code by the band EPICA). 


Evolution is in part maladjustment towards your own species. Otherwise an organism 
must stagnate in relation to its own species by being fit for the same species. 


Are some (not all) occurrences of transexuality a consequence of a capitalist culture? 
If the attitude is that you ”are” what you own, then why would not the desire of 
wanting to have something easily be possible to confuse with the desire to be the 
something you want? In wanting to have and therefore wanting to own, the 
selfidentificating thinking is activated. 

Poetically said (inspired by the beginning of Genesis in the Bible): 

In the beginning there was the profit motive. 

Poetically said (regarding the objectivity of the world and the unmatched 


imaginations of people): 


Reality is just the gameboard for our fantasies. 


Poetically said (regarding relativism): 


I live in a relative world, and I find that to be absolutely absurd! 


Poetically said (regarding extreme emotional misfortune): 


I feel uncomfortable living in a world where torture is a possibility. 


Inspired by Friedrich Nietzsche’s affirmation of the Will: 


Satisfaction is the beginning of dissatifaction. What is satisfaction of a desire? Not 
wanting to further indulge in the object of desire. A fed person may not want to eat 
even more for a while after being fed full. So maybe the least desiring life is the most 
already satisfied life. Being fed up with things. 


A very short dialogue: 
- In my kingdom to come, no one will be prideful. 
- Then why fight for your kingdom? It is then nothing anyone could feel pride about. 
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Absolute modalism: 


Absolute modalism — The theory that the world exists in already possible modes and 
that the same exactly identical prerequisites yields the same exactly identical results. 
This tendency of the world can be seen in both chemistry and in mathematics. The 
world is not really in full relativity or in a fully changing flux but is instead existing 
in the different modes whose potential existence exist absolutely in correlation to the 
exact identical prerequisites. There are modes and these are absolute. 


Regarding the foundations of mathematics: 


Mathematics is the science of reinforced order. As seen in how mathematicians use a 
system of numericals that shows greater quantities by repetition from setting 
requirements for changing the next number by how much a number before needs to 
change itself again and again in order to advance that next number. Mathematical 
logic is here also seen as correct by reinforcing the same order again as previously 
shown and assumed. In measurement we also use a repeated standardised sequence to 
compare the measure of a thing. 


Karl Marx wrote the history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class 
struggles” (The Communist Manifesto , Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels). Friedrich 
Nietzsche wrote ”[...] all history is indeed the experimental refutation of the theory 
of the so-called moral order of things” (Ecce homo, WHY I AM A FATALITY, 
Friedrich Nietzsche). Could this be interpreted as Nietzsche taking a more 
metaethical stance towards ethics in history and that Marx theory is one of many 
different ways to try to refute the current moral order under Karl Marx’s own life? 


A proposal that there is no collision in the universe: 


If we observe the following arrows representing a physical collision: 


a. b. 
> 
c.(b.)  d.(a.) 
- — 


We can observe that arrow a is colliding with arrow b. Under them we can se two 
different arrows meant to represent the forces after the physical collision. Arrow c is 
equal to the previous arrow b and arrow d is equal to the previous arrow a. This can 
be interpreted as the arrows changing direction after collision. But it is also possible 
that these arrows, judging by the empirical experience, can be interpreted as going 
through each other. Presuming a more Heraclitean universe where the forces exists 
but not really the objects (In contrast to the Eliatic school of thought, Parmenides, 
Zeno) it is perhaps possible to construct a physics where the objects do not actually 
collide but replicates themselves in their previously supposed collision with each 
other. 


Regarding a philosophy of power (inspired by Friedrich Nietzsche, Max Stirner, 
Benjamin DeCasseres and Ragnar Redbeard): 


Influence is not always the same as Power. Influence is not always related to the 
power of an individual against other individuals since an individual may set an 
impression in motion that reaches someone else without matching the original intent 
of the one striving to influence someone else. 


Mirrormight — Mirrormight (Spiegelmacht in German) is a neologism meant to 
differentiate from the normal usage of the word Power from what is meant more 
specifically by using the word mirrormight. Power may mean to control other human 
beings but mirrormight means that power is the act of matching the experienced 
things with the intent of forming them according to the experiencing subjects will, 
wish or intent. Mirrormight is specific while the word power may mean an increase 
or decrease in the use of power. With mirrormight is the expected intent the goal. I 
choose the word mirror in front of the word might to indicate that the goal of the 
power usage is to reflect the intent of the power user. 


Since mirrormight is specific and not quantitative in its goal it envisions there is no 
actual possibility to really share power equally. Agreement to share power in the 
context of mirrormight means to reshape a previous powergoal with a new one, the 
previous goal got cleverly abandoned by the use of diplomacy, at least for a time. 


Restricting the word power to only be applicable to human beings controlling other 
human beings is a form of anthropocentrism. Such a definition does not view the 
natural world and its objects as something to use power towards. So why not also 
view both subjects (both human and nonhuman) and objects as something power may 
be applicable towards? 


Regarding a kind of ethical egoism ( mostly inspired by Ayn Rand): 


You are an I. As Ayn Rand points out in her book The Fountainhead humans in 
history have been presented with a false dichotomy to hurt others or be hurt 
themselves, and many choose to rather hurt themselves than others. Ayn Rand seem 
to have meant that all men (humans I would say) are ends in themselves. 


Both egoism (have no regard for others) and altruism (have no regard for oneself) are 
inequal aproaches in ethics. The egoist believes all the others are less valuable than 
one person (the egoist in question) while the altruist believes everyone except 
themselves are more valuable (the altruist in question). Altruism may sound like the 
better deal but keep in mind that it carries a self emptying core sometimes prone to 
self abuse from valuing themselves so little. Not only that, the altruist wants to spread 
their ’good deeds” (their morality) to everyone else. Altruism is prone to be 
aggressive, it reaches out (while the egoist is aggressive in taking for themselves). If 
altruism would be spread to all the people of the world it would end up making a 
world full off people wanting to be empty of themselves, wanting to lose their value 
in benefit for others. But the other altruists would only accept an another altruists 
gifts with guilt or by obeying commands without them taking personal enjoyment 
from. It would be a world reminiscient of the Bible quote ”It is more blessed to give 
than to recieve” (Acts 20:35). A world of universal altruism would be one where 
everyone is empty of value in their own judgement, a world of altruism would be a 
world no one have any selfinterest in, a world no one wants. 


Psychologically, the act of selfishness (no regard for others) is confusing for an 
experiencing subject. When someone robs me I see the other person hurting me so I 
mistake that it is the other person gaining a good that is the cause of my feelings and 
judgement for being hurt while in reality it is my own self that is being betrayed by 
an another. I think it is selfishness that is the problem but it is really my lack of 
selfishness that is the problem. Behaving selfish (the lack of regard of others kind of 
selfishness) against others is forcing them to endure something they do not want to 
endure, that is, the selfish person forces true lack of self interest upon others. True 
altruism is what the egoist brings. In the reverse situation, being given something 
appreciated from another human being makes us feel good ourselves but we see the 
other person giving us something and we confuse our own fulfillment with the giving 
persons altruism, and therefore we believe it is altruism, and not our selves, that are 
being fulfilled. 
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Whenever a person in society tells another person in society something that is meant 
to hurt the listening person, that is, something not good to really be listening to, that 
mean person is decreasing the utility and value of listening to others and live an 
altruist lifestyle. So stop being verbally mean to other persons if you want a society 
where altruism is expectedly good and valuable. 


The egoist keep themselves to themselves and that possibly to the grave. Meanwhile 
the altruists do not keep themselves to themselves but keeps spreading with their 
deeds and moral teachings all over the lands. Could this possibly mean that altruism 
will win out in the end and that the systematic selfdestruction will happen? Is not 
altruism the theory that losing is winning? In order to keep away the triumph of 
altruism (wich would be a loss) is it not necessary that the egoists starts preaching to 
people to also value themselves (kinda like Ayn Rand and Yang Chu did with their 
books)? All that is needed to fix altruism is to make the own person in all cases to 
value their self and take care of themselves. This since the altruist already values 
every other person. A complementary altruism may be needeed. Egoism is like the 
missing puzzle piece of altruism. 


To propose a more equal theory of ethics than egoism and altruism does, I propose an 
ethical theory named axiomatic subjectivity. Axiomatic subjectivity is the theory that 
everyone is a subject worthy of moral consideration (very similiar but somewhat 
distinct from Ayn Rands theory that every man is an end in himself, and that everyone 
should be selfish (living for ones own good) while still respecting others right to 
exist) and that this is an undeniable truth in moral calculation, an axiom in ethics. Not 
only me. Not only you. But both you and I. Since You are an I. 


The motto that would sum up the ethical position that is axiomatic subjectivity would 
be the saying: 


”Do not forget to love yourself, because you are your neighbours neighbour”. 


That saying is inspired by three quotations. One from Sgren Kierkegaard, one from 
Ayn Rand and one from the Bible. The one from Sgren Kierkegaard is as follows: 

” Above all do not forget your duty to love yourself” (from ’Letter to Kierkegaard’s 
cousin Hans Peter (1848)). The second quote wich is from Ayn Rand and is as 
follows: ”To say ’I love you’ one must first know how to say the ’I.’” (from The 
Fountainhead). The third quote is from the Bible and is as follows: ”[...] 7Love your 
neighbour as yourself’” (Matthew 22:39). 
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Egoism is a bad ethical theory, since it only helps one person. 
Universal altruism is an even worser ethical theory, since it helps no one. 


12 


A proposed solution to the mind-body dichotomy 


Consciousness is an inside generating itself from itself. Here a panpsychist 
perspective is also assumed (in contrast to an emergentist perspective, that 
consciousness is something that emerges, a concept asociated with Daniel Dennet). 
Panpsychism, that everything at the basic level is conscious or contains 
consciousness, is here asociated with David Chalmers and Peter Sjéstedt-Hughes. 
Maybe only some things in the world contains consciousness? What if something 
closely related to life, perhaps carbon, alone comes with the ability of 
consciousness/sentience? 


If we consider all entities except vacuum (empty space) to be conscious, then how 
does it come there can be a mind-body distinction if all is mind? I assume there is a 
distinction between the different minds by an empty space between the qualia that is 
gathered together by one mind from another. There are neighbouring minds in this 
perspective. Communication between minds is possible by one mind letting go of a 
smaller quantity of mind to then be recieved in the collision with some other mind it 
reaches. This idea is inspired by the electrons in an electrical current and the 
electrical impulses of the brain. By minds being able to let go some part of 
themselves and then let that part travel through empty space until it reaches a 
different mind that is recievable of smaller minds is it possible to both hold 
panpsychism as true while also getting rid of the absolute isolation between the mind 
and the body. 


Separated particles of consciousness 
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Separated particles of consciousness 
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A theory about the nature of God 


If we assume that the world operates by cause and effect we expectedly get 
determinism. In imagining the very first cause of our current effects we get to the 
point of imagining the start of the universe. Then imagining the first cause to cause 
all other effects and in turn all other causes we get fatalism (pre-destinastion). 


The very first cause of them all, or the unmoved mover (as Aristotle and Aquinas 
seem to have reasoned), could be interpreted as being God. But what is this God like? 


In inspiration of the method of negative theology (describing God as God is not is 
easier describing God to our human understanding since God as God exists positively 
is too overwhelming for us humans to understand) there are a few observations to be 
had from reasoning about Gods nature. Since infinite regression never ends in a 
definitive answer is it necessary to get past it. Infinite regression requires cause and 
effect. Cause and effect is part of the universe. But God presumably existed before 
the universe so cause and effect, thus infinite regression is not necessary for Gods 
nature in Gods existence. The same thing could be assumed about the natural laws 
that governs the known universe. So if God neither requires determinism and the 
natural laws, what seems to appear? 


The opposite of things being put together in a chain of cause and effect would 
presumably be for things to be random and spontaneous. So God is spontaneous 
randomness in nature. The experience of randomness is a way for us humans to 
experience God. Without requiring an exact identity that works with the natural 
”laws” of the universe is it possible for God to be completely free. God is not even 
restricted by God himself. We are restricted by what we are, by what we are given. 
But God embodies the true freedom of the spontaneous and the random and is thus 
free from itself in itself. God is free from God in God. 


The characteristics of being free from oneself within oneself fills some requirements 
for what God is usually percieved as. With freedom from oneself there is a 
powerfullness, an omnipotence, that God is usually asociated with. With freedom 
from oneself there is a potential to actually create something without needing to learn 
from something or someone else wich would result in remixing instead of pure 
creation. Thus, in the end the argument for the beginning of the universe being God 
and the argument that the origin of the universe is randomness is fused together. 
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Briefly said about impermance, fullfillment and the meaning of life 


The meaning of life is to produce. In contrast to the meaning of death being to 
destroy something (something living). Both the meaning of life and the meaning of 
death occurs in the universe. This production may sometimes even be only to produce 
an experience. If there would be no production of lives then no lives would further 
exist, so why not consider being productive to be the meaning of life? 


Does not life remind us of an arcade videogame? The same things over and over 
again with an increasing difficulty over time. Does not time also seem to fly by faster 
as We age, reminiscient to the increase of speed in an arcade videogame? 


We do not have the time or capacity to choose to experience the whole of the 
universe. Then life is not an everything, but it is also not a nothing, so life is instead a 
something. It seems we have to choose what to prefer between choices offered to us. 
Life then is about what you would rather do, life is about how you value. ”To live is 
to value” (Peter Sjéstedt-Hughes, Friedrich Nietzsche. (This way of thinking of mine 
is also inspired by the thought experiment called ’Buridans ass”)). 


Life may not offer us full happiness, not full wealth, not full knowledge nor full 
freedom. But life can at least often offer us some happiness, some wealth, some 
knowledge and some freedom. 


Life does seem to exist for a limited time. Is life then a demo of what the universe can 
do? 


We may not be able to learn all things. But maybe we could find satisfaction in letting 
the universe itself or God contain the full knowledge of the universe? (This is 
inspired by Zhuangzis observation that our lives are finite while the knowledge to be 
gained is infinite). Knowledge of the world is like a fountain that do no not seem to 
ever fully drain out. 
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